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In addition to the "Avtr." time for each ofth_ hems. this report also providet two
sesmentatiOl1i of the raw data for more meaniDlfUlaul)'sis. The first three columns
provide the gross di.bibution (number ofreporu and percent oftotal) broken down into
the followinl time intervals: <=10 sec.; >J0 see. and >30~. The next seven C01U1IUJ5
provide the same data with more precision: >0 but <-4; >4 but <-6; >6 but <-8; >8 but
<11110, >10 but <-15; >15 but <-20 and >20 but <=30 seco\'\ds. The number of'reporu
for each time slice is also if$Cd.

Note: The number ofrepol1S that achieve an 'endt time Ire typically 1_ than the number
ofteports ·statted'. This is because reporu loCll1Cclec1' in TAPI are not sent to LMOS
(i.e.• the initiated LMOS report is ~led).

SUU1 of CaD to End of Muter Flow E••pltcl Tim. report

The TAPI ·MU1Cr Flow' containlan of the legacy system data requests, checles made on
this data. initiallCtions caused by values receivedJ

, and uler selection ofMain Menu
options to initiate a specific trouble flow. The aver... time (in seconds) it takes TAFI 10

complece these transactions, aloal with the same statistical breakdown dC$Cribe<l above.
is liven in chis report.

Note: Usct expertise with the system can impact this value (i.e., how fUl the user Jets
tbtouah the Main Mmu options).

Note: The number ofreportI that complete the Muter Plow Ire often fewer than the
number ofreports semt to LMaS (have an 'end' time) bocause a report could b$ clDcled
or o~enidden by the user (i.•., manually routed without TAPr, analysis) prior to
c:ompJetinc the Master Flow.

TAn Be,pOOH TUne Report (Lelacy S)'l1em Accett)

This report shows the total number of lepcy system tequests for each legacy uansaction
type. alOftl with the statisti~ breakdown of response time. (The response time
breakdown Oft this report is identical in atru~ture described earlier except tNt the last
column (20 . 30 "conos) is broken into two colW'lms (20 - 25 and 25 - 30 seconds).

The IlmO$' entry represents the initial TEtm transaction while the tlmoS\\pd t clata
reflects the actual sendiq ofa comple1Od report to LMOS.

Note: The total mambcr ofdata requests for a liven lealCY trULsac:tion may exceed the
number of tro1,lble reporta because TAFt may issue mUltiple requosts for the sarno legacy
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system (i.e., the fIrst request ma)' hive timed out requiring a second attempt, etc.). Also,
not every leaacy system tran.action is required for eveTy trouble report· TAFt only
requests the data needed to analyze Uld procesl the repon.

CODUDeDU 011 .be AlIplt dati:

(1) (All reports) W'bile the data provided shows the response time compari,on trenc:ls
between the CLEC i AFt and SST TAPI systems. one mUlt also take into ICcount the
significant differences in sample sizes.

(2) (SWtfEDd) In Aupt, CLECs lenerated 868 TAf1 transacdOD5~but \he number of
"start" tranRc1ions only totaled 6S 1. This was caused by 250 TAFI transactions bting
aborted (by TAPI) becauae tht telephone number entered by the CLEC uaer did not
beJona to tho CLEC. This anomaly is caused by either the CLEC USet entering me wrona
telephone number or the CRlS record had not been~ed to reflect the CLEe's
oWMnlhip at the time the report was entered. Enhancements to TAPI are being
developed to minimize the impact oCthe eros update delay (typically tlae next b\.l$\ncss
day after the service order C40seS).

The CLEC Usage report (,howinS 868 reports) only counts reports entered by CL.EC
users. The response time reports count all transectioD.5 entered OD. the CLEC TAFI
procesS01"1, rcprdless Ofutel. For example, 651 'start' reports + 250 aborted reports·
901 TAFl reports. However. only 868 o(these were CLEC pmnted and the difference
(33 reports) was lenerated by as! users (i.e.• system manaaer makin, test reports, etc.).

(3) (StartlEnd) The CLEC user can enter a trouble report for a customer located
anywhere in Bel1South'5 reaion, This f1o~ibility causes TAFI to 101 offofone LMOS
arca and then connect to and log into ano1hcr was area • liven sequentially gcn.erltecl
CL£C customer reportS are a=ographically distributed across the reaion. This switching
between LMOS arallS will lId.cl time to the avcrap start time statistic'.

This functionality is also available to tho BST users but the impact i! SiJl1ificantly
reduced because SST \&Iers twicaUy receive reports fi'om customers loca'ed in 'the 1111'1"

geography (i.e., dlc Binninaham llC typicaUy takes reports !tom Alabama customers).

(4) (Master Plow) When a CLEe user initiates. report, TMI obtains an e~tra LMOS
Host transaction (DLEX) not used for BST users. This \\oin increue tho average time
slightly for tMse users (compared to BST users).

m

'rl!t ft~mWrof rIPON ...,.,.by CLEC IlHIS WIlt ~ilHllllt1MIni ftc m. 'COOiS' lqaOl'l rOt \ISIn with 1ftemploy.
.... OOJ llIld Il\lbera4;li"....pont pMtWCl'b)' l19n-CLEe rD'~<.... Irkftys • 1M p..Manlpr).

EnhlnccmCftll to TAE'I 112 u,ill~ S."ipor eQnl~fJtOt LMOS .e~ (t~hedQled lor JQ9I) will _lin'lMtc thil SWitehina
dell)",

....-~



09/25/97 15:25 AT+T L+GA ~ 9198212999

5EP-25-1991 14: 51 FRO'1 KY SUA TO

". "",,,,,,,,,"'-,--,-----------,
~l[l. 773 P003/009

14049107016 P.09

fllYJC8 ~t81 - ~8C "-501

,......
I

,-
--
-

-
-
-

H~~. Eric L. lion
Ho~. H~ll5nd ~. MeTy••re V
Gr••~.b.~~ uo1: & HeCor.I~~ PLLC
~300 National City Tower
101 S. ~th Street
Lo~i.vill•• KY 402C2

Hon. ~bin D. O~n$on

A~'! CQmmuni~a~i~ns

PrC'IlIer.ad. I
1200 P.achtr~. St~ ••t. Nt
Atlene&, Oh ~0309

I~::. t~ Hancoc!<
AT'T CQt:'JT!',]f'.ie4 t ,H'lt.'
2~S West ~ain Street
F~ank~ort. ~x ~~~Ol

Hon. ~.~dri~k R. Ri;;.
Ho~. AllY50~ ~. S~u~;eon

eiden, Wewell , W~lc~

1700 C~t1aQn$ Plaza
500 K. Jefferaon St~eet

Lou~svil:.t KY 40202-281'

Ho~. benJamin r~n;h.~

Spri~r. CC~Jr.Ur.icB~1ons Co., Lf
3100 ~umberlan~ Circle
~ails~op: G~A~~NiJa02

A~l~~=a, GA 3033~

Hor.. C. ~ent aet!i~ld

Acn. Her.ry S. Altord
Middl.ton , R.utl~r.;.r

2500 8~own , Williamsor. Tow.~

Lo~1~vil~•• ~y '0,02

HO~. Scs.n J. Serlin
Mel 'Tel4icclMl~nicahon5 CQrp,
SuitCl '700
7eO Joi~~!Ior. FerrI,! Roa~

Atl.nt~i GA ~0342

Pe'll'lellJ L. l·~.~ tor.
~CI Int.tnational tele;Qm Corp.
el80 Gr~enl~oro 0:., Ste. 900
McLea~, VA 22102

Claire C. Da.:s
DI1erldCOQI, In.~.

Su~t. 200
201 I~.r9Y Parkw4y
Lafayetee. L~ 70SCB-393~

Thomas A. Matlhill, tSQ.
? O. JO:M 223
Frankfor~, KY 40EC~-0223

John t. Selent, Esq.
Dinsmore ~ Shohj ~LP

200r. Meidin;er :ower
Lcuia,'ille. ~ ~ 02,02

Hon. $t~v_r. F. ~~r:i~

Ho;an , Hartsen ~~?

555 f~~rt••nt~ Street, K.W.
Washington, DC 2COO~-1109

Mr. Terry MonrQe
Comp:Oal
Suit:. 800
lvOC M Stre.t, N.~.

W~sh~n9tonr ~c 2C036

Hon. James ~, Ce~pbel4

Att,rr.ey :Qr t.lt~Com

C.mpb~~l ~ C.~Fbell, PSC
184l Pl.n~lide P~lV6

Loui8ville. ~~ JC~99

We. ~.net~. Edw&r~s

o.lt.Cot/I, :r.c.
100 30ulevard South. !~e. lCl
K~ntsville. ~L 35802

Hon. John N. r.U9~es

Attorney at !..~W

124 W,lt To~d S;r~~t

r~I~~tort, K¥ 40601

Ie" Andrew O. Isa:
'l'elacomunienio::t P.eseU ... rs ~uoc.

4312 9Zr-d Avenue, N.W.
Gi9 H&rbor, WA 98333-4461

~.t~.r~ne K. Yunker
.. 836 Eucl1Q Av.~ue, S~ite 301

iI. O. BOk 21784
~~Yi~gton. K~ 40~22.1784

-
" .-

TOT~L P.~"



-

-

-
-
-

-

-
-
-

-
-

ATTACHMENT 51



-

-

-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-

H, C',A:>J. "to:

oEFORE T!IE

COMMONWEAl.TH OF KENTUCKY

~UBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

INVEST I CAT ION CONCERNING TIlE

~ROPRIET¥ OF PROVISION OF

: NTERLl\TA SERVICES B¥ BELLSOUTH

TEL£COMKUNICATIONS, INC., PURSUANT

TO THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF

CASE NO. 96-608

TRANSCRIPT OF EVIDENCE

VOLUMEII

CATE OF HEARING: Auqust 26, 1997

A~~£ARAlICES

HON. LINOA K. BREATHITT, CHAIRWOMAN
HON. EDWARD J. HOLl4ES, VICE CHAIRMAN
HON. B. J. HELTON, COMMISSIONER
HON. DEBORAH EVERSOLE, COUNSEL FOR COMMISSION STAFF
HON. WILLIAM WILLIS, COUNSEL FOR COMMISSION STAFF
COUNSEL FOR BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.:
HON. CUIGHTON MERSHON
SOUTH CENTRAL BE LL
601 WEST CHESTNUT STREET
P. O. BOX 32410
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCK¥ 40232
HON. TKOMAS ALEXANOER
HON. ~HILLIP CARVER
HON. HILLIAM J. ELLENBERG II
BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
675 WEST PEACHTREE STREET, SUITE 4300
A-rLANTA, GEORGIA 30375-0001
COUNSEL FOR BELLSOUTH LONG OISTANCE, INC.:
HON. KENORICK RIGGS
OGOEN, NEWELL' WELCH
1700 CITIZENS PLl\ZA
50~ WEST JEFFERSON STUIT
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 40202
COUNSEL FOR AMERICAN COMMUNICATIONS SERVICIlS, IIIC.:
HON. JOHN E. SELENT
DINSMORI • SHOHL
2000 MEIDINGER TONER
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCK¥ 40202

(APPEARANCES CONTINUEO TO ~AGE 31

Condenselt! Th(

A~~£ARAlICES CONT [NUED
COUNSEL FOR ATn COMMUNICATIONS OF THE

SOUTH CENTRAL STATES, INC.:
HON. HOLLANO McrYE I RE
cREENEBAUM, DOLL , McDONALO
3300 NATIONAL CITY TONER
101 SOUTH FIFTH STREET
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 40202
HON. ROBIN DUNSON
1200 ~EACHTR£E STREET
ATLANT", GEORGI" 30309
HON. MARCARIlT 1Ut0DIlS
McllENNA , CUNEO
1900 K STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTOII, D.C. 20006
HON. WILLIAM R. STOUGHTON
5700 BANK ONII CIlNTIlR
1717 Ml'III STRIU
DALLAS, TEXAS 75201-7370
HON. STEVE A. Kl'.TTHIlWS
SINKLER' BO¥D, P.".
TN! PALl4ETTO CENTER, SUITII 1200
1426 Ml'IN STREET
~. o. BOX 11119
COLUMIUA, SOUTH CAROLIHA 292U-I889
COUNSEL FOIl SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COKPAN¥ L. ~. :
HON. BENJMIII FINCHER
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COKPAN't L.P.
3100 CUMBERLANO CIRCLII
ATLANTA, GEORGI" 30339
HON. JACK HUG!lES
124 WEST HICII STRlEr
FRAHKFORT, IQ;\fTUCKY 40601
(l'!'P£ARAlICES CONTIN1lEO TO PAGE U

l'!'PIlARAHCZS CONTllWED

COUNSEL FOR MCI TELECOMMUIIIC"TIOIIS CORPORATION:

HON. KENT IIATFIELD

HON. !lENR't S. ALFORD

MIDDLETOII • RlUTLINGIlR

2500 II_II , WILLIAMSON TOlII!R

LoUISVILLII, lCENTUCK't 40202

HON. SUSAN BERLIII

HON. Ml'RS1IA liARD

MCI TILECOMMUIIIC"TIONS CORPORATIOII

780 JOHNSON n.AA't ROAD, SUITII 700

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30342

I

Connie C. Sewell, Court Reporting 502-875-4272 Page 1996 - Page 4



-
'-

'-

'-
-
-
-

·~;"P",':'11 <lr.c~s

:J .. .:; .:'.. ..i; .. or.
C:.oilt.' CAWiOUN

:~c~=t Examinati~n by Mr. Ellencerq
e~~i~4tion by :hdirwomdn Bredthitt
Citect EX~lndtion by Mr. Ellenberq
Ct'S3 EX4min4tion ty ~e. Selent
R~~ir~ct £x4m~n4tion by Me. £llenbecq
RccrOi~ EX4r..1n4tion by Kr. Selent
CC:~::;i £x4r.'.incttion by Me. Stouqht.on.
tx.smin.tlon by Chctir",omctft Bre4t.hit.t.
:rols Ex.Amln4tion by Mr. St.ouqht.on
EXAminAtion by Ch41rwomarr Breathitt
CrOll Ex...,..lndtion by Me. Stouqhton
£x£min4tion by Ch4i~~om4n 8re4thitt
Crosa EX4min4tlon by Mr. Stouqhton
Cross Ex4tTlin4tion by H$. Willed
f,x40"ftination by Chd.ir~om4r: Sre4tnitt
Cross ExtAlftlncltion by Hs. Weird.
EX4tI\in4tlon by Ch4irwoman Breathitt
CrOll Ex.minatlon by MI. WcI"Q
Crols EXAmln4tlon by Me. Selent
Examination by Ch4irwom4ft Brectthitt
Crosl EX&mincitlon by Mr. 5.1ent
Cross EXAmination by Ms. Eversole
EX~inAtion by Vice ChAirman Holmes
Cross EXAmin4tion by Ms. Eversole
ExtAlftin.tlon by Vice Chcllm4n Holmes
~rosl Ex.mincltion by MI. Evecsole
Red.ieect £xarn.incltion by Kr. Ellenber;
R.across EX4lnin4tion by HI. "ard.
Di.ilcussion
R.eporter- s Certif 1=4te

PAGE NO.
2-4
6-9

9-15
15
15-43
44-50
50-52
52
54-77
77
77-90
90
90-97
97-99
99-122

122-14 7
147
147-196
196
196-229
229-253
253
253-257
259-266
266
266
266-267
269-272
213-279
279-291
291
292

CondcnseIt! no<

P4qe 5 Page 1\
1 MR. McTYEIRE: I

2 Just for clarification, are parties going to be allowed I
3 to ask questions at the conclusion ifwe have something
4 we need to do here prior to adjourning back to the
5 hearing room, or would it be more appropriate to ask
6 questions during the presentation?
7 CHAIRWOMAN BREATHITT:
8 Well, since I don't know much about this, maybe you
9 could direct that question to counsel, if it's a

10 question that needs to be asked for the application
11 here, if that's what you want to know.
12 MR. MCTYEIRE:

13 I think it's your all's intent that she gets to proceed
14 uninterrupted. Is that.. .
15 MR. ELLENBERG:

16 As you would with any summary of testimony, I think
17 that's appropriate, and I think it will keep things as
18 orderly as possible. If there are a few questions that
19 perhaps need to be asked here, when she's concluded the
20 presentation, I think it might be appropriate for a few
21 questions, but, just to make sure we stay in the order
22 of appearances, and so forth, it would be better to go
23 back to the Commission.
24 CHAIRWOMAN BREATHITT:
25 I think clarifying questions, while you have the

-

-

-
-

Page 6
I CHAIRWOMAN BREATHm:
2 Good morning, everyone. We are here for the second day
3 of our hearing, and, at this time, I would like to
4 swear the witness in and begin this morning's
5 proceeding.
6 ~ESSSWORN

7 MR. ELLENBERG:

8 Thank you, Chainnan and Commissioocrs. For the record,
9 I'm William Ellenberg. I'll be doing the direct

10 examination of Ms. Calhoun. I'm sure you noticed this
11 morning we've provided a copy of a glossary of acronyms
12 that will be referred to or have been referred to.
13 Hopefully. that will be a little help to you.
14 VICE CHAIRMAN HOLMES:

15 Thank you.
16 MR. ELLENBERG:

17 I have additional copies for the parties if they're
18 interested in having one as well. For the sake of
19 clariftcation, to make sure we're all on the same page
20 and we can go as orderly as possible this morning, we
21 intend to conduct the direct examination of Ms. Calhoun
22 here this morning. She will do the demonstration in
23 context of her summary, and then we'll adjourn and
24 return to the Commission's building for cross
25 examination. That's our understanding of how we'll go.

Connie C. Sewell, Court Reporting 502-875-4272

Page 8
1 application up, ifwe can make sure you don't cross
2 that line into something that really could be asked
3 back at the Commission where I think the setting is
4 probably better for all of us.
5 MR. ELLENBERG:

6 I think our intent is to limit that as much as
7 possible, but, clearly, I think some of the AT&T folks
8 have seen this before, but there may be a need to ask
9 something here, so I guess we will proceed with the

10 intent to do any clarification regarding the
11 presentation at the end. Thank you.
12 CHAIRWOMAN BREATHITT:

13 Okay.
14 The witness, GLORIA CALHOUN. after having been
15 ftrst duly sworn, testified as follows:
16 DIRECT EXAMINATION

17 BY MR. ELLINGTON:

18 Q. Ms. Calhoun, would you state your full name for the
19 record, please?
20 A. Gloria Calhoun.
21 Q. And by whom are you employed?
22 A. By BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
23 Q. What's your business address?
24 A. 675 West Peachtree Street, N.E., in Atlanta.
25 Q. And what is your position with BellSouth

Page 5 - Page 8
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Page 205
1 A. 1bey currently can handle a minimum of that. We've far

·2 exceeded thz~ in volume testing.
3Q. Okay. and. just to do the math, if you divided that
4 over the nine BellSouth states. that's about a little
5 over - that's about 555 orders per state; is that
6 correct?
7 A. I'll accept your math, subject to check.
8 Q. Okay. and are you aware. I believe. on average, that
9 you could say there are probably at least SO CLECS or

10 BellSouth has. what, 6S Interconnection Agteements with
11 CLECs in Kentucky. so just to say, on average, if
12 there's 50 CLECS in each state. that the math comes out

13 to be about 11 orders per day per CLEC?
14 A. Well, the math comes out that way. but I don't think
15 that has any bearing on what we're actually seeing in
16 the marketplace or what we anticipate. I go back to
17 what I explained earlier, and that is that we don't
18 develop the interfaces in a vacuum. 'There's forecast
19 infonnation. much of which is provided by the CLECS
20 themselves. We have indications through our contacts
21 with the CLECS who might be using electronic interfaces
22 who might choose not to do so. so the systems are sized
23 to exceed the forecasted - to meet or exceed the
24 forecasted volwne that's anticipated through the
25 systems.

Page 206
1 Q. Ms. Calhoun, if MCI is placing 11 orders a day and
2 ramps up even, you know. well within the capacity of
3 what EDI or LENS can take today. ifother CLECS are
4 similarly situated, it really wouldn't take them too
5 long to double their 11 orders to 22. That would not
6 be a significant event individually; would it?
7 A. Well, we don't look at systems' capacity managemeut on
8 an individual event basis or an individual CLEC basis.
9 You manage the capacity of the system by monitoring the

10 load on the system in the aggregate.
11 Q. Regarding TAFI in maintenance and repair. has BellSouth
12 presented the results of its internal test for the
13 capacity of TAFI in this proceeding?
14 A. I've described that testing process in my testimony.
15 One of the things that BellSouth did, before turning
16 over the CLEC version of TAFI to the CLECS, we bad some
17 of our retail repair attendants use it rather than the
18 SST version for actual customer trouble reports, and we
19 processed 10,000 actual retail trouble reports through
20 the CLEC version of TAFI over a month period, between
21 March and April of this year. I think that further
22 descriptions of the TAA testing process were provided
23 to Me'. I'm not sure that was in this docket. I think
24 they were provided in another state.
25 Q. Has BellSouth compared the repair intervals of CLEC

Connie C. Sewell, Court Reporting 502-875-4272

Page 207
1 TAA to the BellSouth TAA?
2 A. Again, that sounds like a perfonnance measurements
3 question. I
4 Q. Okay. You don't know? 1

5 A. That's right. I don't.
6 Q. Okay. Was there any carrier-to-carrier testing ofTAFI
7 performed?
8 A. I don't know.
9 Q. Okay. Do you know whether any independent third party

10 has reviewed CLEC TAFI?

11 A. I don't know ifany independent third party has
12 reviewed TAA. TAA is a system that's been used for
13 several years by BellSouth for its retail operations.
14 It's continued to perform reliably. It's fully
15 scalable. We can continue adding processors and have
16 done so for our retail operations. It's a system with
17 which we have substantial experience, and rdon't think
18 we've done any • I don't think we've had a third party

19 validate that it has worked well for us for all those
20 years.
21 Q. Ms. Calhoun, I understand TAA supports the resold
22 services for a CLEC. Does it also support unbundled
23 network elements?
24 A. Yes, as long as those unbundled network elements can be
25 identif1ed with a telephone number, which is what TAFI

Page 208
1 recognizes.
2 Q. And would those two unbundled network ekmt:llts be ports
3 and interim number portability?
4 A. Yes.
5 Q. Okay. So it does not support any troubles or repair or
6 maintenance needs for unbundled loops?
7 A. No. It's my understanding that unbundlcclloops are
8 identified with a circuit number, not a switch-based
9 telephone number, and those would be reported - if a

10 CLEC wanted to report those electronically. those can
11 be reported through the electronic interface that has
12 been used for the past two and a half years by
13 interexchange carriers for circuits.
14 Q. Okay. That can be reported electronically, but it
15 would not be dealt with - the trouble would not be
16 dealt with electronically like TAFI does with the
17 resold service?
18 A. That's right. The electronic gateway doesn't have the
19 artificial intelligence ofTAA. It does. however.
20 conform with industry standards for trouble reporting
21 on those circuits. It can be used to report troubles
22 to obtain status infonnation on a real-time basis on
23 the progress of those troubles and can he uscd for that
24 level of functionality as defined by the ind'lstry.

25 Q. And TAA does not process complex "Il~incss trouble

Page 2()5 - Page 208
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ESTIMATED AT&T ORDER AND INQUIRY VOLUMES

WITHIN 60 DAYS OF mE END OF SERVICE READINESS TESTING AND TJUBtGINNING
OF MARKET ENTRY

- ORDERS PER WEEK.
ORDERS PERDAY
ORDERS PER HOUR
PRE-QRDER INQUIRES PER HOUR

2.000
400

50
400

-
-

WITHIN 9 MONmS OF mE END OF SERVICE READINESS TESTING AND mE
BEGINNING OF MARKET ENTRY

-

-

ORDERS PER WEEK
ORDERS PER DAY
~RDERS PERHOUR
PRE-QRDER INQUIRES PERHOUR

15.000
3,000

375
3,000

-
-
-
-
-
-

KEY ASSUMPTIONS
3 ADDRESS INQUIRES PER ORDER.
1 FEATURES AND FUNCTIONS INQUJRYPER ORDER
2 NUMBERRESERVATION INQUIRES PER ORDER.
~ DUE DATE AND APPOINTMENT SCHEDULE INQUIRES PER. ORDER.
8 INQUIRES PER ORDER. ON AVERAGE

jmbl8l21196

•

-
AT&T PROPRIETARY AND CONFIDENTIAL

PROVIDED TO BELLSOUTH UNDER TERMS OF. A CONFIDENTIALITY
AGREEMENT DATED APRIL 2, 1996. FOR USE BY ONLY THOSE

BELLSOUTH EMPLOYEES WITH A NEED TO KNOW.
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August 6

August 7

August 8

August 11

August 12

August 13

CHRONOLOGY OF BSAG SHUTDOWN

Extent and Duration of Problem

RSAG was out of service for 1.5
hours during the day shift. 25
service representatives were
affected.

At 6:00 p.m. the same day, RSAG
again went down, and remained down
until 9:00 p.m., when AT&T's
outbound calling efforts ended.

RSAG was inaccessible for
approximately 1 hour.

RSAG went out of service at 7:03
p.m., and was still out of service
when AT&T ended its telemarketing
operations at 9:00 p.m. The
problem was corrected only
overnight.

AT&T representatives were
unable to connect to RSAG from 6:49
p.m. until service representatives
ceased their activities at 9:00
p.m. The problem was corrected
only overnight.

AT&T representatives were unable to
access RSAG from 6:18 p.m. onward.
The representatives attempted to
work around this problem by
attempting to stagger their
logging on to RSAG. The problem
still had not been resolved when
the shift ended.

RSAG went down for 224 minutes.
120 sales representatives were
affected.

- 1 -
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August 18

August 22

August 27

August 28

September 3

CHRONOLOGY OF RSAG SHUTDOWN

Extent and Duration of Problem

AT&T representatives were unable to
enter information in RSAG from 7:10
p.m. until telemarketing efforts
ended at 9:00 p.m. The problem was
corrected only during the night.

For 47 minutes, beginning at 1:43
p.m., 60 AT&T representatives were
unable to access the RSAG
application.

RSAG again was inaccessible for 47
minutes, beginning at 9:12 a.m. 35
sales representatives were
affected. Later the same day, RSAG
was again inaccessible for 6
minutes, affecting 60 sales
representatives.

AT&T representatives experienced
problems with RSAG at 8:13 p.m.
Attempts to log on failed, and the
sales representatives were finally
sent home. The shutdown had lasted
for 41 minutes when the shift
ended.

Representatives were unable to log
on to RSAG for 5 minutes, when
BellSouth took its system down for
a scheduled maintenance without
notification to AT&T.
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STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

P.O. BOX 991

MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36101 -0991

JIM SULLIVAN, PRESIOENT

JAN COOK. ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER

CHARLES B. MARTIN. ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER

WALTER L. THOMAS

SECRETARY

-
-
-
-
-

BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.,

ORDER

IN RE: Petition for approval of a
Statement of Generally Available
Terms and Conditions pursuant to
§252(f) of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 and notification of
intention to file a Petition for
In-region InterLATA Authority with the
FCC pursuant to §271 of. the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.

DOCKET 25835

- BY THE COMMISSION:

I. INTROQUCTION AND BACKGROUND-
By Order entered on February 20, 1997, the Commission established this docket to

-
-
-

consider BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.'s ("BeIlSouth" or "Petitioner") entry into the

interLATA market in Alabama pursuant to §271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

(the'96 Act)1. Said order required BellSouth to file a notice with the Commission at least 90 days

in advance of its filing of a Petition for In-region InterLATA authority in Alabama with the Federal

- Communications Commission ("FCC") pursuant to §271. The February 20, 1997 Order of the

- 'The Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub.L.No. 104-104, 110 stat.56, codified at 47 U.S.C. §§151 et seq. Cites
to sections of the '96 Act are accordingly cites to 47 U.S.C.
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Commission also required BeIlSouth to accompany said notice with certain information requested

by the Commission and stated that the decision of whether to establish a pUblic hearing to

evaluate BellSouth's compliance with the requirements of §271 would be discretionary with the

Commission.

On June 18, 1997, BellSouth filed with the Commission the required notice of the

Company's intention to file a §271 Petition for In-region InterLATA authority with the FCC.

Included with that notice was a draft Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions

("SGAT") for which BellSouth sought approval and review pursuant to §252 (f) of the '96 Act.

BellSouth noted that it was delaying the filing of its official SGAT for a short period in order to

allow the Commission additional time to analyze the SGAT and render a decision thereon.

BellSouth indicated, however, that the final, official SGAT would not be substantially different than

the draft version submitted.

BellSouth also indicated in its June 18, 1997 filing that it sought a determination that its

SGAT was compliant with the requirements of §271 (c)(2)(B). BellSouth additionally requested a

determination from the Commis~on that its entry into the InterLATA market in Alabama will be in

the pUblic interest.

Following a preliminary review of BellSouth's initial filing, the Commission determined that

the public interest would best be served by establishing public hearings to review BellSouth's

SGAT pursuant to the provisions of §252(f) of the '96 Act and to evaluate BellSouth's compliance

with the applicable provisions of §271 (c) of the '96 Act. Those hearings were established for the

week of August 18 - 22, 1997, pursuant to a corrected procedural notice issued by the
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Commission on June 30, 1997. The June 30,1997, notice also established deadlines for the filing

of direct testimony by all intervenors and rebuttal testimony by all parties.

The Commission received Petitions to Intervene in this cause from Sprint Communications

Company, L.P. ("Sprint"); the Telecommunications Resellers Association ("TRA"); MCI

Telecommunications Corporation and MClmetro Access Transmission Services, Inc. (collectively

"MCI"); the Communications Workers of America ("CWA"); American Communications

Services, Inc. ("ACSI"); AT&T Communications of the South Central States, Inc. ("AT&T");

DeltaCom, Inc. ("DeltaCom"); the Competitive Telecommunications Association ("CTA");

BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. ("BSLD"); the Alabama Interexchange Carriers Association

("AICA"); KMC Telecom, Inc. ("KMC"); Intermedia Communications, Inc. ("ICI"); the Attorney

General of Alabama ("AG");' and ICG Telecommunications Group, Inc. ("ICG"). All of the

aforementioned Petitions to Intervene were granted pursuant to a procedural ruling issued on

August 14, 1997.

BellSouth presented substantial testimony in support of its petition, the overwhelming

majority of which was prefiled'with the Commission. BellSouth filed its formal SGAT with the

Commission on August 8, 1997.

The intervenors, Sprint, BSLD, ACSI, AT&T, MCI, AICA, KMC, DeltaCom and ICI also

submitted prefiled testimony and actively participated in the hearings which were held before the

Commission on August 18 - 22, 1997. ICG and the AG were represented in the proceedings, but

did not sponsor witnesses. The Commission staff was also represented and actively participated

in the hearings through clarifying cross-examination.
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II. OVERVIEW OF THE BELLSQUTH FILING

As noted previously, BellSouth's June 18, 1997, filing which commenced formal action in

this docket, contained a three-pronged request for relief. More specifically, BellSouth requested

that the Commission (1) approve its SGAT pursuant to §252(f) of the '96 Act; (2) render a finding

that the SGAT satisfies the 14-point checklist of §271 (c)(2)(B) of the '96 Act; and (3) render a

finding that BellSouth's entry into the interLATA long distance market in Alabama is in the public

interest. It is the first two prongs of BellSouth's request that we are concerned with at this juncture

of the proceedings conducted in this cause. We do not attempt, in this Order, to address the issue

of whether BellSouth's entry into the InterLATA long distance market is in the public interest.

-
-
-

-
-

-

A. The Commission's responsibilities pursuant to §252(f) of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996.

§252(f) allows a BOC to, at any given point in time, prepare and file with a state

Commission an SGAT for purposes of delineating the terms and conditions that such

company generally offers within that state. 2 State commissions are required to complete

their review of properly submitted SGATs not later than 60 days after their filing unless the

submitting BOC agrees to an extension of time.3 State commissions are allowed to

continue to review SGATs beyond the 60-day time period established by the '96 Act, but

must permit the SGAT being reviewed to go into effect following the sixtieth day unless the

submitting BOC has agreed to an extension.4

~47 U.S.C.§252(f)(1)

347 U.S.C.§252(f)(3)

447 U.S.C. §252(f)(4)
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The criteria for reviewing an SGAT are well defined by the '96 Act. In rendering its

decision, a state commission is precluded from approving an SGAT unless it complies with

the requirements of §251 (and the regulations promulgated thereunder) and the pricing

standards for interconnection, unbundled network elements, the transport and termination

of traffic and resale established by §252(d).5

B. The Commission's Responsibilities pursuant to §271 of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996.

BellSouth's request for a determination that its SGAT complies with the 14-point

competitive checklist of §271 (c)(2)(B) requires the Commission to engage in the

consultative responsibilities established by the '96 Act at §271 (d)(2)(B). When BellSouth

files its Petition for In-region InterLATA authority in Alabama with the FCC, §271 (d)(2)(B)

requires that the FCC consult with the Commission "in order to verify the compliance of the

Bell operating company with the requirements of Subsection(c)" of §271 prior to rendering

a determination on BellSouth's filing.

BeliSouth's reliance on its SGAT to demonstrate that it meets the requirements of

§271 (C)6 requires BellSouth to demonstrate that it is generally offering access and

interconnection in accordance with the applicable provisions of §251 and §2527
. In

particular, §271 (c)(2)(B) requires that BellSouth generally offer nondiscriminatory access

547 U.S.C. §252(f){2)

6t=or the limited purposes of this Order, we do not herein attempt to address the issue of whether Track A or Track B
is available to BeIiSouth.

747 U.S.C. §§271(c)(2)(B)(i) and (ii)
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to its: poles, ducts, and conduits, etc.; unbundled local loop; unbundled local transport;

unbundled local switching; 911/E911, directory assistance services, and operator call

completion services; white pages directory listings; telephone numbers; databases and

associated signaling; and number portability.8 Additional obligations imposed by

§271 (c)(2)(B) require BellSouth to generally offer dialing parity, reciprocal compensation

and resale service SUbject to the applicable requirements of §§251 and 252.9

The Commission's Process of Review

Due to the substantial overlap of the legal and technical obligations imposed on

BellSouth by §§252(f) and 271 (c)(2)(B), we have attempted to fulfill our statutory

responsibility of reviewing BellSouth's SGAT pursuant to §252(f) by conducting an analysis

of the individual checklist requirements of §271(c)(2)(B). This is the approach which most

effectively lends itself to rendering the determinations sought in this proceeding by

BellSouth.

-
-

-
-
-

III. PISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The Commission staff has been working diligently to ensure that this Commission fulfills

its statutory responsibilities in reviewing BellSouth's petition. We have closely monitored these

proceedings and the work that has been performed by the staff to this point.

It has become increasingly apparent from our review that BellSouth's reQuest for the

Commission to approve its SGAT pursuant to §252(f) and to find that SGAT compliant with

847 U.S,C. §§271 (c)(2XBXiii) • (xi)

947 U.S.C. §271 (cX2)(B)(xii) - (Xiv)
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§271 (c)(2)(B) is, at this juncture, premature. We recognize that BellSouth has made substantial

progress towards meeting the Act's requirements to obtain In-Region InterLATA authority, but it

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

nonetheless appears that BellSouth's petition is not yet timely.

Our conclusions herein are based primarily on two areas of concern. First, the rates

BellSouth relies on in its SGAT have not been determined to be cost based as required bv

§252(d). We note, however, that the Commission has just recently completed public hearings

concerning the establishment of cost-based rates for unbundled network elements in

Docket 26029. A Commission decision establishing those rates will resolve the vast majority of

our concerns regarding cost-based rates.

The second major area of concern the Commission has with renderinQ a decision regarding

BellSouth's SGAT at this time relates to the access BellSouth currentlv provides to its Operational

Support Systems ("aSS"). It appears to us that BellSouth's ass interfaces must be further

revised to provide nondiscriminatory access to BellSouth's OSS systems as required by

§251 (c)(3) of the '96 Act. We have concerns that such nondiscriminatory access is not currentlv

being provided.
. -..

We believe the most expeditious and effective method of ensuring that those ass

- shortcomings are rectified in a timely manner is for the Commission to institute a further

proceeding in this Docket wherein BellSouth must give a live demonstration of its OSS systems-
for the Commission, our staff and the intervenors in this cause. We believe that such a

demonstration in a setting where the parties can engage in hands-on, give-and-take will be the

- most effective means of remedying the concerns we have with BellSouth's OSS interfaces. We
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further believe, however, that it is necessary for the Commission to establish performance

standards in the OSS proceedings ordered herein so that BellSouth's provisioning of service to

its competitors can be meaningfully compared to BellSouth's internal performance.

As was discussed on the record at our October 6, 1997 public meeting of the Commission,

we believe that the measures discussed above are necessary steps in the process of bringing

local and long distance competition to Alabama. We view the process of reviewing BellSouth's

SGAT for purposes of determining checklist compliance as a continuing one which will be most

effective if there is a constructive dialogue between the affected parties. Our initial proceedings

in this cause were merely the first step in the on-going process of ensuring that local and long

distance competition develop in this State.

Our views in this regard are apparently shared by BellSouth. BellSouth, through its

Alabama President of Operations, Mr. R. Neal Travis, concurred with our recommendation that

BellSouth waive the 60-day deadline of §252{f) indefinitely so that the cost and OSS proceedings

discussed above can be brought to fruition. We view BellSouth's willingness to waive the statutory

deadline indefinitely so that the expressed concerns regarding SGAT rates and OSS access can

be resolved as a good faith measure. BellSouth's actions in this regard demonstrate the

Company's commitment to doing its part to ensure that competition comes to all of Alabama's

telecommunications markets.

IV. ORDERING CLAUSES

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That the deadline for this

Commission's decision as to whether BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.'s August 8, 1997 SGAT
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-
meets the requirements of §252(f) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and is compliant with

-
the provisions of §271 (c)(2)(B) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 is, with the oral and written

- concurrence of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., hereby suspended indefinitely. The

Commission will, however, endeavor to render its determinations in this regard as expeditiously-
-
-
-
-
-

as possible following the completion of the Operational Support Systems proceedings ordered

herein and the cost proceedings being conducted under Commission Docket 26029.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc. shall conduct a live, public demonstration of the electronic interfaces

allowing access to its Operational Support Systems for the Commission, the Commission staff,

and the intervenors to this proceeding at 9:30 a.m., on December 18,1997, in the Commission..
Hearing Room, Suite 900, 100 North Union Street, Montgomery, Alabama 36104. BellSouth shall

be further prepared to demonstrate or explain in detail any manual interfacing requirements it

..... currently has in place with regard to its Operational Support Systems.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That the intervenors in this cause-
-
-
-
-

who desire to participate in the above-noted Operational Support Systems demonstration shall

file documentation listing the electronic interfaces they envision utilizing in their provision of local

service in Alabama and the purported deficiencies in those interfaces as proposed by BellSouth

no later than November 14, 1997. Such filings shall include any performance measures proposed

by the intervenors to the extent that they have not already been addressed on the record in this

proceeding.
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- IT IS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc. shall file its written responses to the claims of deficiencies in its

.... Operational Support Systems interfaces and to any performance measures proposed by the

intervenors no later than December 5, 1997.-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION, That jurisdiction in this cause is

hereby retained for the issuance of any further order or orders that may be deemed just and

reasonable in the premises.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, That this Order shall be effective as of the date hereof.

DONE at Montgomery, Alabama, this 1~:tJ. day of October, 1997.

ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

J2~~
Jim Sullivan, President

. ;/>' /'

~a-~~~L/ Jan cJ CO;~iSSioner

Charles B. Martin, Commissioner
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Application by BellSouth Corporation,
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AFFIDAVIT OF

JIM CARROLL

ON BEHALF OF

AT&T CORP.

AT&T EXHmIT D


